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At the meeting of the State Board of Education on May 11, 2004, staff presented proposals for
changes to the 2004 Education YES! School Report Card. Two high-priority short-range issues
were identified:

1. The need to eliminate or reduce the number of schools that were not able to be given a
Composite grade because of the lack of a Status or Change grade.

2. The manner in which the grade for Achievement Change is calculated.

The State Board of Education reacted positively to the proposal regarding the composite grade
which entails displaying separate Status and Change scores for each subject area (ELA and math
for elementary schools; ELA, math, science, and social studies for middle and high schools).
The lack of a score in one area will still allow Status and Change grades to be calculated on the
remaining scores.

The Board raised questions about the proposal on the Achievement Change grade. This
component of the Report Card was intended to recognize and give credit to schools whose
Achievement Status scores were still below the state targets, but which were making progress in
improving those scores. A school, for instance, with a Status grade of “D” might earn an
Achievement grade of “C” or “B” if it was significantly increasing student achievement.

On the other hand, the Achievement Grade worked against many high-performing schools with
high Status grades whose achievement scores declined slightly. In numerous cases, schools that
had an “A” in Status received an “F” in Change because of a slight decline in their scores, even
though, in spite of the decline, often brought about by statistical fluctuations, student
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achievement remained at a very high level. Parents and the community in these schools objected
to the “F” grades, believing they misrepresented what they viewed as continued high
performance by their schools. To use a baseball analogy, when Ted Williams batted .400 one
year, and .395 the next year, no one would claim he is therefore no longer a good hitter!

Original Proposal

The Review Group (listed in Attachment A) recommended a revised method of calculating
Change. It contains the following elements:

The overall score for a content area would be based on the school’s score for Status,
averaged with the school’s score for Change.

* A “floor” would be established by specifying that a school’s Change score would be the
higher of :

1. The school’s actual Change score, using the calculation employed on the J anuary
report card, or

2. The lowest score in the scoring category where the school’s actual Status score is
located. (Example: 90-100 = an “A,” 80-89 = “B” etc. If a school’s Status score
was 94, the lowest Change score it could receive would be 90. If a school’s
Status score was 87, the lowest Change score it could receive would be 80, and so
on through the lower score categories).

* In cases where a Change score cannot be computed, the Status score for each content area
will be used to compute the overall score for that area, without the Change score.

Revised Proposal

The State Board reacted favorably to the intent of the proposal. However, the Board discussed
the importance of conveying the message that schools that are not meeting the targets for
achievement change are not on the trajectory to meet the goal of 100% proficiency in 2013-14,
as required by the federal No Child Left Behind Act. The Board asked for impact data on a
revised proposal with a lower “floor” that can be depicted as follows:

Status Minimum Adjusted Maximum
Change Score

Score = - Change

Range Original Revised Score
Proposal Proposal

90-100 90 80 100

80-89 80 70 100

70-79 70 ‘ 60 100

60-69 60 50 100

50-59 50 50 100
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Under the revised proposal, if a school’s Status score was 94, the lowest Change score it could
receive would be 80. If a school’s Status score was 87, the lowest Change score it could receive
would be 70, and so on through the lower score categories.

This system essentially establishes a “safe harbor” for schools which experience a slight decline
in the percent of proficient students. In this system, the lowest score a school would receive is
the bottom score of the grade category (the A, B, C, D, F categories) directly below the grade
category of their Status score. This “safe harbor” provision, however, would apply to each
content area for a school for two consecutive years only. In a third year of decline, the Change
score would be calculated according to the regular formula, thus making it technically possible
once again for an “A” Status school to earn an “F” in Change.

Impact data on the Revised Proposal are contained in Attachment B. Two measures of impact
were used. The first measure was a comparison of the average composite score, reported on a
scale of 50-100. The composite score is a reporting measure tied to the letter grade system. The
simulation of the Review Group Proposal showed that the average composite score would rise
from 80.6 to 83.1, an increase of 2.5 scale points. The simulation of the Revised Proposal yields
a smaller rise in the average composite score, from 80.6 to 82.0, which is an increase of 1.4 scale

points. The Revised Proposal has slightly more than half of the impact as the Review Group
Proposal would have.

The simulation of the Review Group Proposal shows that 702 schools (28.4% of the schools)
would be assigned a higher composite grade under the Review Group Proposal than the grade
that the school was assigned in the 2003 Report Card. The simulation of the Revised Proposal
indicates that 361 schools (14.6% of the schools) would be assigned a higher composite grade
under the Review Group Proposal than the grade that the school was assigned in the 2003 Report
Card. Comparing the impact of the two proposals, the Revised Proposal has slightly more than
half of the impact as the Review Group Proposal would have in terms of the percentage of
schools for which a higher composite grade is computed.

Examples of prototype report cards for actual schools, using the 2003 method and the proposed
new formats are contained in Attachment C. The example school is the same school that was
earlier presented as School A. In the example school, the composite score and grade are changed
by the Review Group Proposal. The composite grade stays as a “B” under the Revised Proposal.
This example shows that the downward trend of the scores is reflected in the reporting and
scoring. The scoring has less of an adjustment under the Revised Proposal than the Review
Group Proposal. The other example schools that were earlier presented are not shown because

neither the Revised Proposal or the Review Group Proposal change the composite score or grade
for these schools.
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The benefits of the Revised Proposal can be summarized as follows:
e The proposal will continue to recognize improvements in student achievement;

e The change score will continue to have an impact, with a softer blow for schools that
have high status scores and low change scores;

There is minimal impact on the average composite score; and
The proposal allows many more schools to be assigned a composite grade.

It is recommended that the State Board of Education approve the Revised Proposal for

Education YES! for 2004 school report cards as described in the Superintendent’s memorandum
dated May 14, 2004.
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Attachment B
Impact Data

A simulation was created to examine the impact of the proposed reporting formats. The
simulation examined the 2003 report card data, showing what would happen if the proposed
formats had been used with the 2003 data. The following table compares the average composite
score (for all schools) using the Review Group Proposal and the Revised Proposal:

Calculation Method Com:)\;(seirfeggcore
Composite Score — 2003 Report Card 80.6
Review Group Proposal 83.1
Revised Proposal 82.0

The simulation of the Review Group Proposal tells us that the average composite score would
rise from 80.6 to 83.1, which is an increase of 2.5 scale points. The simulation of the Revised
Proposal yields a smaller rise in the average composite score, from 80.6 to 82.0, which is an
increase of 1.4 scale points. The Revised Proposal has slightly more than half of the impact as
the Review Group Proposal would have.

The simulation also allows the comparison of the composite grades assigned under the new
format, and the previous. The following table compares the grades assigned in 2003 with the
grade that would have been assigned using the Review Group Proposal:

Crosstabulation of 2003 Composite Grade by Composite Grade — Review Group Proposal

Composite Grade — | Composite Grade — 2003
Review Group B ‘
Proposal A B cC D F Total
A 330 269 | 8 0 0 607
B 0 743 372 0 1,116
C 0| 0 602 50 0 652
D 0 0 0| 89 2 91
F 0 0 0 0 7 7
Total 330 1,012 982 140 | 9 2,473

The simulation of the Review Group Proposal shows that 702 schools (28.4% of the schools)
would be assigned a higher composite grade under the Review Group Proposal than the grade
that the school was assigned in the 2003 Report Card.

A simulation was also run comparing the composite grades of the 2003 Report Card with the
composite grades computed under the Revised Proposal. The results are provided in the
following table:



Crosstabulation of 2003 Composite Grade by Composite Grade — Revised Proposal

Composite Grade — Composite Grade — 2003
Revised Proposal A B c D F Total
A 330 138 0 0 0 468
B 0 874 204 0 0 1,078
c 0 0 778 18 0 796
D 0 0 0 122 1 123
F 0 0 0 0 8 8
Total 330 1,012 982 140 9 2,473

The simulation of the Revised Proposal indicates that 361 schools (14.6% of the schools) would
be assigned a higher composite grade under the Review Group Proposal than the grade that the
school was assigned in the 2003 Report Card. Comparing the impact of the two proposals, the
Revised Proposal has slightly more than half of the impact as the Review Group Proposal would
have in terms of the percentage of schools for which a higher composite grade is computed.



Attachment C
Comparison of Current and Proposed School Report Cards

This is a high status elementary school that did not receive an “automatic B” under the current
procedure. This school received a status grade of “A” and a change grade of “F”, for a composite
grade of “B”. The school and the community feel that this school should not be expected to show
dramatic improvement, given the high status. The prototype shows the actual and adjusted
change scores and the scores and grades for English language arts and mathematics. The

composite score and grade are changed by the Review Group Proposal. The composite grade
stays as a “B” under the Revised Proposal.

2003 Education YES! Report Card

Component Score |Grade
|Achievement Status ggo A
Achievement Change 500, F
Indicators of School Performance 99.0] A
Preliminary Score and Grade _ 81.8| B
/Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Met AYP

2004 Education YES! Report Card Prototype
As Proposed by Review Group

Change
Status Aciual Adg:usted Score |Grade

Student Achievement

English language arts 92.9| 50.0 90.0l 91.5| A

Mathematics 99.1 50.0 90.0 94.6 A
Achievement Subtotal 96.0] 50.0 90.0f 93.0 A
Indicators of School Performance 939.0| A
Preliminary Score and Grade 95.01 A
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Met AYP
Composite Grade A

2004 Education YES! Report Card Prototype
Revised Proposal

Change
Status Actual| Adjusted Score | Grade

Student Achievement

English language arts 92.9] 50.0 80.0 86.5 B

Mathematics 99.1 50.0 80.0 89.6 B
Achievement Subtotal 96.01 50.0 80.0| 88.0] B
Indicators of School Performance 91.7 A
Preliminary Score and Grade 89.2 B
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Met AYP
Composite Grade B




The following charts show the achievement change data for English language arts and for
mathematics for school A.

English Language Arts Change Data
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